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PER CURI AM

George Elwood Odum appeals the district court’s orders dis-
mssing his 42 U S.C. 8§ 2000e-2 (1994) conplaint and denying his
notion for reconsideration. Odumis case was referred to a magi s-
trate judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The mag-
istrate judge recommended that the union’s summary judgnment notion
be granted. The district court adopted the nagistrate’ s report and

r ecommendat i on. See Odum v. International Longshorenen’'s Ass’'n,

No. CA-96-3798-2-23 (D.S.C. May 19, 1998).°
The tinely filing of objections to a magistrate judge’'s
recommendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the

subst ance of that recommendation. See Wells v. Shriners Hosp., 109

F.3d 198, 201 (4th Cr. 1997); see generally Thomas v. Arn, 474

U S 140 (1985). Odum has wai ved appellate review by failing to
tinely file objections. Further, the district court did not abuse
its discretion in denying Odumis notion for reconsideration, be-
cause Odumi s objections were not tinely filed. See Fed. R Cv. P.

72(b); Opiano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cr. 1982). Ac-

cordingly, we dismss the appeal. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process. DI SM SSED

" The district court’s order was filed on May 14, 1998; the
j udgnment and the order were both entered on the docket on May 19,
1998. See Fed. R CGyv. P. 58, 79(a).
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